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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-100 have been examined. 



Specification 

The disclosure Is objected to because of the following informalities: On page 1 , 
paragraph [0001], "the contents of which is" should be "the contents of which are". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to 
detennine the presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is 
requested in correcting any errors of which applicant may become aware in the 
specification. 



Claim Objections 

Claim 55 is objected to because of the following informalities: The "said plurality 
of links" lacks proper antecedent basis. Claim 1 , upon which claim 55 depends, recites 
a plurality of listings, but does not specify that they are links. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claims 56-59 are objected to because of the following informalities: In the fourth 
line of claim 56, "said bid first bid amount" should be "said first bid amount". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim 81 is objected to because of the following informalities: In the first line of 
claim 81 , "said first listing" lacks antecedent basis. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim 83 is objected to because of the following informalities: "said a subset of 
said geography attributes" lacks antecedent basis, as well as being somewhat 
scrambled. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 87-90 are objected to because of the following Informalities: In the 
seventh line of claim 87, "said request attribute" lacks antecedent basis, strictly 
speaking. Appropriate con-ection is required. 

Claims 98 and 99 are objected to because of the following informalities: In daim 
98, "to selectively identifying" should be either "to selectively identify" or "in selectively 
identifying". Appropriate correction is required. 



Double Patenting 

A rejection based on double patenting of the "same Invention" type finds its 
support in the language of 35 U.S.C. 101 which states that "whoever invents or 
discovers any new and useful process ... may obtain a patent therefor ..." (Emphasis 
added). Thus, the term "same invention," in this context, means an invention dravyn to 
identical subject matter. See Miller v. Eagle Mfg. Co., 151 U.S. 186 (1894); In re 
Ockert. 245 F.2d 467, 114 USPQ 330 (CCPA 1957); and In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 
USPQ 61 9 (CCPA 1970). 

A statutory type (35 U.S.C. 101 ) double patenting rejection can be overcome by 
canceling or amending the conflicting claims so they are no longer coextensive in 
scope. The filing of a terminal disclaimer cannot overcome a double patenting rejection 
based upon 35 U.S.C. 101. 

Applicant is advised that should claim 79 be found allowable, claim 80 will be 

objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two 

claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 

cover the sanne thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing 
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one claim to object to the otiier as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. 
See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim 80 recites "The system of claim 79," but then proceeds to add precisely the 
same limitation already recited in claim 79. 



The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington. 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claim 1 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of copending 
Application No. 10/948,425. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are 
not patentably distinct from each other because claim 1 of the instant application merely 
omits the rating selection limitation of claim 1 of the '425 application, and specifying 
including a geography selection and a category selection, rather than at least one of the 
two, but does not recite any major limitation not also in claim 1 of the '425 application. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 



conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was descril)ed in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the irivention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 91, 92, and 98 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Might et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0177076). As per claim 91, 

i 

Might discloses a method of transmitting infomiatlon, comprising: maintaining a 
database structure including a plurality of listings, wherein each listing is associated with 
a listing attribute, wherein said listing attribute comprises at least one of (a) a category 
attribute, (b) a geography attribute, (c) a fee-type attribute, and (d) a position adjustment 
attribute (paragraphs 9, 19, 27, and 66-71 ; Figures 1 and 5); receiving a request from 
an access device that includes a request attribute, wherein said request attribute 
comprises at least one of (a) a category selection and (b) a geography selection 
(paragraphs 9. 19, 27, 28, and 66-69); selectively identifying one or more listings from 
said database structure from said list attribute and said request attribute (paragraphs 27 
and 69; Figure 5); ordering the selectively identified listings using at least one listing 
attribute (paragraphs 27 and 69-73; Figure 5); and transmitting a response including the 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,952 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3625 

selectively identified and ordered listings to said access device (paragraphs 27-30, 69, 
71-73, and 75). 

As per claim 92, Might discloses that the category selection is selected from a 
category hierarchy (paragraphs 1 9, 27, and 70). 

As per claim 98, Might discloses that a priority metric is used to selectively 
identify one or more listings from said database structure. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application cunrently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any invenfions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potenfial 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,952 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3625 

Claims 1-70, and 74 

Claims 1. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 20. 21, 22, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 43, 44, 45, 47. 
and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,564.208) in view of Might et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0177076). 
As per claim 1, Littlefield discloses an information distribution system, comprising: a 
request subsystem, including a request, wherein said request subsystem receives said 
request (Figure 2; Abstract; colunhn 2, lines 6-17; receiving requests for searches is held 
to be inherent from the disclosure of performing searches); a response subsystem, 
including a response, a placement heuristic, and a plurality of listings, wherein said 
response subsystem generates said response based upon said request and said 
placement heuristic, wherein said response includes two or more listings from a plurality 
of listings (Figure 2; Figures 1 A and 1 B; Abstract; column 5, lines 13-67), and Littlefield 
discloses a plurality of fee types (column 4. lines 1-14 and 24-41), wherein each listing 
nray be associated with at least one said fee type (column 4, lines 1-14 and 24-41; 
column 5, line 13. through column 6, line 19). Littlefield does not disclose that the 
request includes a geography selection and a category selection, but Might teaches this 
(paragraphs 19 and 27). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the request to 
include a geography selection and a category selection, for the obvious advantage of 
finding businesses conveniently located and selling desired products or services. 

As per daim 2, Littlefield discloses that the plurality of fee types comprise a fixed- 
fee and a per-hit fee (column 4, lines 1-14). 
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As per claim 3, Littlefield discloses that the per-hit fee may relate to a free listing 
(column 4, lines 1-14, note especially sentence beginning, "Instead of or in addition to"). 

As per daim 4, Littlefield does not expressly disclose a plurality of groups, with 
corresponding listing attributes, but calling listings which share attributes a group is not 
in itself an invention within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. 101 . Littlefield discloses results 
lists with listings some of which contain non-default items, and some of which do not 
(Figures 1 A and 1 B); given Littlefield's disclosure of fees for including non-default items, 
this implies listings with different fee types. Might teaches, in response to a search 
request, limiting the search to a geographic area determined by zip code and a 
specified distance outside that zip code (paragraph 27); thus, a response could readily 
include listings with a plurality of geography attributes (zip codes). 

As per claim 5, Littlefield does not expressly disclose a first group including at 
least three listings that are adjacent to listings from other groups, but given slightly 
longer lists than could conveniently be pictured in Figures 1A and IB, that would be a 
likely result. 

As per claims 6 and 7, how one classifies listings is not in itself a patentable 
invention. 

As per daim 20, Might teaches that the response is generated from at least the 
geography selection (paragraphs 9 and 27). Hence, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for 
the response to be generated from at least the geography selection, as above. 
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As per claim 21 , Might teaches that the response is generated from at least the 
category selection and geography selection (paragraphs 9, 27, 68, and 69). Hence, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the 
time of applicant's invention for the response to be generated from at least the category 
selection and geography selection, as above. 

As per claim 22, Might teaches that the response is generated from at least the 
category selection (paragraphs 27, 68, and 69). Hence, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention 
for the response to be generated from at least the category selection, as above. 

As per claim 24, Might teaches that product category selection is associated with 
a category hierarchy (paragraphs 65, 66, and 67), and, as per claim 25, that the product 
category hierarchy is at least three levels deep (ibid.). Hence, these elements would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time 
of applicant's invention, for the obvious advantage of assisting the user in focusing on 
the product categories which best fit his wants. 

As per daims 27 and 28, Littlefield does not expressly disclose a category 
selection or a geography selection; hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for 
one or both of these to be blank, for the obvious advantage of finding relevant listings 
wherever the corresponding businesses may be located or however they may be 
categorized (particularly considering that in this age of electronic commerce, a business 
need not be physically near its customers). 
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As per claim 29, Littlefield discloses determining an order of listings, including 
first and second listings in first and second positions (since listings are ordered in 
Figures 1 A and 1 B), but does not expressly disclose that the first listing is a fixed-fee 
listing, and said second listing is a per-hit listing. However, Littlefield fixed-fee 
(subscription) listings and per-hit listings (dick-through fees) (column 4, lines 1-14), and 
discloses that by providing web page owners the ability to compete for users' attention 
through non-default content, the incentive to employ artificial means to obtain higher 
search rankings is reduced (column 4, lines 15-20). Hence, it would have been obvious 
for the first listing to be a fixed-fee listing, and the second listing to be a per-hit listing, 
for the stated advantage of improving the integrity and accuracy of search engine 
results. 

As per claim 30, given Littlefield's disclosure of per-hit fees, per-hit amounts that 
uniformly do not exceed zero would be preposterous. 

As per claim 31, Littlefield discloses determining an order of listings, including 
first and second listings in first and second positions (since listings are ordered in 
Figures 1 A and 1 B), but does not disclose that the first and second listings are. for first 
and second geographic regions. Might teaches, in response to a search request, 
limiting the search to a geographic area detemnined by zip code and a specified 
distance outside that zip code (paragraph 27); thus, a response could readily include 
listings with a plurality of geography attributes (zip codes), so the first and second 
listings could readily be for first and second geographic regions. 
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Claims 43, 44, and 45 are unpatentable on essentially the same grounds set 
forth above for claims 20, 21 , and 22 (not quite respectively). 

As per claim 47, Littlefield discloses a response being displayed on a plurality of 
web pages (column 2, lines 18-35). 

As per claim 48, Littlefield discloses a plurality of summary views which can be 
clicked on to provide detailed views, and a plurality of listings Including first and second 
listings (e.g., Figures 1A and IB). 

Claims 8, 9, 10, 11, 17, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Littlefield and Might as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Quinn (U.S. Patent 6,360,222). As per claim 8, neither Littlefield nor Might discloses 
that said geography selection relates to at least one of a plurality of geographic regions, 
wherein said plurality of geographic regions are predefined, and wherein said plurality of 
geographic regions include at least two of: (a) a first geographic region; (b) a second 
geographic region smaller than said first geographic region; and (c) a third geographic 
region smaller than said second geographic region; but Quinn teaches all this (Figure 1 ; 
column 1 , lines 43-55). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the geography 
selection to relate to at least one of a plurality of predefined geographic regions, etc.. as 
set forth, for the obvious advantage of conveniently enabling the user to select an 
appropriate geographical region. 

As per claim 9, Quinn teaches the second geographic region is a subset of the 
first geographic region, and the third geographic region is a subset of the second 
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geographic region (see Figure 1), making the claimed limitations obvious, for the 
obvious advantage of readily selecting an appropriate region. 

As per claim 10, Quinn teaches that the first geographic region is at least a 
significant portion of a nation (a whole state, especially California), and the third 
geographic region is a local municipality. 

As per claim 1 1 , Might teaches searching a database by geographic region 
(paragraphs 19 and 27), implying that listings are associated with appropriate 
geographic regions, and therefore may be considered associated with groups including 
listings for appropriate geographic regions. 

Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Littlefield and Might as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of official 
notice. As per claim 12, Littlefield, Might, and Quinn do not expressly disclose six 
groups as recited, but given data on fees (Littlefield) and geographic regions (Might and 
Quinn), one can divide the listings into groups however one may wish, and official notice 
is taken that it is well known to classify data items into sets. Hence, such a 
classification into groups would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention, for the obvious advantage of 
readily finding listings meeting particular requirements, geographical and othenwise. 

As per claim 13, official notice is taken that it is well known to classify data itenr^ 
uniquely, so that groups do not overiap or intersect. (In the tree structure of Figure 1 of 
Quinn, an item classified in a particular town is also classified in a particular state, but 
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first, second, and third geograptiic regions could also be taken as referring to three 
different states, which would not overlap.) 

As per claim 17, neither Littlefield nor Might discloses that said geography 
selection is identified from a geography hierarchy, but Quinn teaches a geography 
hierarchy (Figure 1; column 1 , lines 43-55). Hence, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary sl^iil in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for 
the geography selection to be identified firom a geography hierarchy, for the obvious 
advantage of conveniently enabling the user to select an appropriate geographical 
region. 

As per claim 18, the geography hierarchy shown in Figure 1 of Quinn teaches at 
least three successively smaller geographic regions, making the claimed limitations 
obvious, for the obvious advantage of readily selecting an appropriate region. 

As per claim 19, in Figure 3 of Quinn, the first geographic region is at least a 
significant portion of a nation (a whole state, especially California), and the third 
geographic region is a local municipality. 

Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield 
and Might as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of official notice. Littlefield 
does not disclose that at least one listing includes a service area attribute, but offlcial 
notice is taken that it is well known for listings to include service area attributes (e.g., 
"We deliver within the towns of A and B"). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for at 
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least one listing to include a service area attribute, for the obvious advantage of letting 
potential customers know whether their areas were serviced. 

Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Littlefield, Might, and official notice as applied to claim 14 above, and further in 
view of Quinn (U.S. Patent 6,360,222). Littlefield does not disclose a plurality of service 
areas including broad and narrow service areas, with a broad service area comprising a 
geographical region that includes a nan-ow service area, but Quinn discloses a plurality 
of geographical regions, broad and narrow, with broad regions including nan-ow regions 
(Figure 1 ; column 1 , lines 43-55), and official notice is taken that service areas 
correspond to various-sized geographical regions. Hence, such a plurality of service 
areas would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention, as a natural consequence of the different-sized areas which 
different businesses are equipped to serve. 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield 
and Might as applied to daim 1 above, and further in view of official notice. Littlefield 
does not disclose that said response is generated from an enhanced request, but official 
notice is taken that enhanced requests are well known. (E.g., if an initial search falls to 
turn up any results, or turns up a huge multitude of results, most of which, judging from 
a quick sample, are irrelevant, it is common to enhance one's search by using different 
search terms, etc.) Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for said response to be 
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generated from an enhanced request, for the obvious advantage of allowing the user to 
adjust his request in the case of initial results being unsatisfactory. 

Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield 
and Might as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Egendorf et al. (U.S. 
Patent Application Publication 2003/01 771 1 1 ) and official notice. Littlefield does not 
disclose that category selection is generated by a synonym metric and a text string 
captured within an editable field, but Egendorf teaches generating searches by 
synonym (paragraphs 20, 31 , 32, and 42), and official notice is taken that capturing text 
strings within an editable field is well known (this is how data is typically entered in a 
wide range of applications). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for category 
selection to be generated by a synonym metric and a text string captured within an 
editable field, for the obvious advantage of finding relevant listings. 

Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield 
and Might as applied to claim 31 above, and further in view of official notice. Neither 
Littlefield nor Might expressly discloses that the second geographic region is smaller 
than the first geographic region, but official notice is taken that the regions 
corresponding to some zip codes are smaller than those corresponding to other zip 
codes; hence, it would have been an obvious consequence for the second geographic 
region to be smaller than the first geographic region. 

Claims 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Littlefield, Might, and official notice as applied to claim 32 above, and further in 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,952 Page 16 

Art Unit: 3625 

view of Quinn (U.S. Patent 6,360,222). As per claim 33, neither Littlefield nor Might 
discloses that the second geographic region is a subset of the first geographic region, 
but Quinn teaches geographic regions being subsets of other geographic regions 
(Figure 1 ; column 1 , lines 43-55); hence, it would have been an obvious consequence 
for the second geographic region to be a subset of the first geographic region, as a 
result of persons or businesses identifying their listings with different orders of 
geographic region. 

As per claim 34, Littlefield does not disclose that the first listing is associated with 
a first service area attribute and a second listing is associated with a second service 
area attribute, but official notice is taken that it is well known for listings to be associated 
with corresponding service area attributes (e.g., "We deliver within the towns of A and 
B"). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic 
commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the first and second listings to be 
associated with respective service area attributes, for the obvious advantage of 
providing listings corresponding to different service areas, and perhaps advertising 
those service areas to potential customers. 

Claims 35, 36, 37. 38. and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Littlefield and Might as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Davis et al. (U.S. Patent 2001/0047354). As per claim 35, Littlefield does not 
disclose a bid amount associated with at least one listing wherein the placement 
heuristic influences an order of listings based in part on said bid amount, wherein said 
bid amount does not solely control said order, but Davis teaches this (Abstract. 
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paragraphs 24-26, 50, and 83; the bid aniount does not solely control the order 
because, for example, bids received earlier have higher rank). Hence, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of 
applicant's invention to do this, for the obvious advantages of profiting from fees bid for 
high rank on a results list, and encouraging advertisers to make high bids. 

As per claim 36, the time of bid may be considered a position adjustment factor, 
as above; as per claim 37, the time of bid may be considered a loyalty factor, as above; 
and as per claim 38, the time of bid may be considered relationship-duration. 

As per claim 42, Littlefield discloses charging advertisers for including non- 
default items (column 4, lines 1-14), an enhanced format fee; hence, the amount left to 
be applied to paying for priority would be reduced by the enhanced format fee, and the 
priority metric would naturally reflect that. 

Claims 39, 40, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Littlefield, Might and Davis as applied to claim 37 above, and further 
in view of official notice. As per claim 39, Davis does not teach that the loyalty factor 
includes a determination of a number of categories, but official notice is taken that it is 
well known to make decisions based on determining a number of categories; without 
limitation to the nature of the detemriination or the categories, this is very broad. Hence, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at 
the time of applicant's invention for the loyalty factor to Include a determination of a 
number of categories, for the obvious advantage of taking various relevant factors into 
account. 
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As per claim 40, Davis does not disclose that the loyalty factor includes a total 
investment, but official notice is taken that it is well known to take a total investment into 
account. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to have the loyalty factor 
include a total investment, for the obvious advantage of staying on good terms with 
partners making large total investments. 

As per claim 41 , Davis does not disclose that the loyalty factor Includes an 
analysis of activities Independent of participation in the system, but official notice is 
taken that it is well known to make decisions on the basis of personal relationships and 
other activities independent of participation in a particular system. Hence, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of 
applicant's invention for the loyalty factor to include an analysis of activities independent 
of participation in the system, for the obvious advantage of rewarding personal 
relationships or other activities and profitable business relationships independent of the 
system. 

Claim 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield 
and Might as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of official notice. Littlefield 
does not expressly disclose generating the response from a result which includes more 
listings than the response, but official notice is taken that it is well known to generate 
and present a response from a larger result. For example, a response listing business 
of desired type within an appropriate geographic region might be generated from an 
intermediate result of all businesses of desired type andaW businesses within the 
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appropriate region; or a response of manageable length might include the most relevant 
listings from a longer result of listings having at least some relevance, etc. Hence, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the 
time of applicant's invention to generate a response from a result including more listings 
as in the scenarios described. 

Claims 49 and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Littlefield and Might as applied to claim 48 above, and further in view of official 
notice. Littlefield does not disclose that the plurality of detailed views comprise at least 
one of an operating hours attribute and a history attribute, or at least four of an 
operating hours attribute, a history attribute, a method of payment attribute, a brand 
attribute, an e-mail address attribute, a web site attribute, an address attribute, a phone 
number attribute, and a fax number attribute, but official notice is taken that many of 
these are well known, and hence would have been obvious to include in the detailed 
views, for such obvious advantages as notifying customers of when a business is open, 
and what forms of payment it accepts. 

Claim 51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield 
and Might as applied to claim 48 above, and further in view of Ching (U.S. Patent 
6,560,620). Littlefield does not disclose a compare function which modifies the 
response so that a second selected listing is moved to a location operationally adjacent 
to a first selected listing, but such compare functions are known, as taught by Ching 
(Abstract). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to have the system comprise 
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such a compare function, for tlie obvious advantage of enabling a user to readily 
compare listings. 

Claims 52, 53, and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Littlefield and Might as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Davis et al. (U.S. Patent 2001/0047354). As per daim 52, the placement heuristic of 
Littlefield presumably determines the order of the listings in, for example, Figures 1A 
and 1 B, but Littlefield does not disclose placing a first listing before a second listing, 
where the listings are associated with respective bid amounts, and the second bid 
amount is greater than the first, but Littlefield does disclose charging fees for 
associating non-default items with listings (column 4, lines 1-14), while Davis teaches 
associating bid amounts with listings, and ordering the listings with greater bid amounts 
first (Abstract, paragraphs 24-26, 50, and 83). However, if a fee is charged for 
associating non-default items with the second listing, and deducted from the second bid 
amount, without such a fee for the first listing, then only part of the greater bid amount 
for the second listing would be applied to bidding for a high place among listings, so the 
first listing could be placed before the second listing, despite the second bid amount 
being greater. 

As per claim 53, Littlefield does not expressly disclose that the placement 
heuristic places a first listing before a second listing, influenced by a position adjustment 
factor (although any factor which Influences the placement heuristic to order such lists 
as those of Figures 1 A and 1 B as they are ordered might be called a position 
adjustment factor), but Davis teaches such a position adjustment factor (time of bid) 
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(paragraph 83). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for the placement heuristic to 
place a first listing before a second listing, influenced by a position adjustment factor, for 
the obvious advantage of encouraging early bids, and consequent fees, or simply 
because it would be necessary to decide the order of placement on some basis. 

As per claim 54, the placement heuristic of Littlefield must determine an order of 
listings on some basis, the listings of Figures 1A and 1 B being ordered. First and 
second listings in the same set of results may be associated with different categories, 
one larger than the other, if the request causes a search of several categories, which 
may be the case for a synonym search of a thesaurus database (as in Davis, paragraph 
81), e.g.. If one listing were associated with a broad category (like "food store"), and the 
other listing with a narrow category (like "bakery" or "patisserie"). 

Claim 55 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield 
and Might as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of official notice. Littlefield 
does not disclose that the plurality of links in the response includes a plurality of 
business listings and a plurality of sponsored links, but official notice is taken that this is 
well-known search engine procedure. (For example, if one enters a search in Google, 
the result typically includes a plurality of links, which may be business links, chosen by 
how closely they match the search terms, and a plurality of sponsored links, ads for 
products which may be relevant to or suggested by the search terms.) Hence, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time 
of applicant's invention for the plurality of links in the response to include a plurality of 
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business listings and a plurality of sponsored links, for the obvious advantages of 
providing links to businesses which may have the products a user desires available in 
the geographic area(s) convenient to him, and profiting from the receipt of sponsorships 
for links. 

Claims 56, 57, 58, 59. 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, and 70 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield and Might as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Davis et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2001/0047354). As per claim 56, Littlefield does not expressly disclose a plurality of bid 
amounts, but Davis teaches a plurality of bid amounts, the plurality of listings including a 
first listing with a first bid amount associated with the first listing, said first bid amount 
not independent of the listing attributes (e.g., search terms) associated with said first 
listing (paragraphs 24-26 and 83). Hence, these elements would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's 
invention,, for the stated advantage of letting advertisers control their placement in 
relevant search result listings (paragraph 13), and the obvious advantage of profiting 
from the collection of fees corresponding to the bids. 

As per claim 57, Davis teaches that only a subset of listings are associated with 
bid amounts (paragraphs 25 and 83, for example), making this obvious for the obvious 
advantage of providing a useful search service, and therefore one likely to be 
patronized, by returning relevant listings even without payment from advertisers. 

As per claim 58, Davis discloses that said bid amount is not independent of at 
least a category selection (search terms relating to category; paragraph 24). Hence, 
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this would have been obvious to one of ordinary sl<ill in the art of electronic commerce 
at the time of applicant's invention, for the obvious advantage to advertisers of obtaining 
prominent display in relevant rather than irrelevant searches. 

As per claim 59, the bid amounts in Davis influence the order of listings only for 
relevant search terms, which can be viewed as category attributes, making this obvious 
on the same grounds as claim 58. 

As per daim 60, Might discloses searching by a geography attribute and a 
category attribute (paragraphs 9, 19, and 27), implying that each listing is associated 
with a geography attribute and a category attribute, to make such a search possible and 
fruitful; Davis teaches that each listing may be associated with at least one of a bid 
amount and a fixed fee (Abstract). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for 
each listing to be associated with at least one of a bid amount and a fixed fee, for the 
obvious advantage of receiving fees from advertisers. 

As per daim 61, Littlefield disdoses a plurality of bid amounts, and arguably of 
priority metrics (column 4, lines 1-20), and the listings can be considered to belong to a 
plurality of groups (based on whether or not they contain non-default items, or other 
grounds), but Littlefield does not expressly disclose, at least in the system of his 
invention, that at least one priority metric is generated for each listing assodated with a 
bid amount, and said placement heuristic orders the first subset of listings using the 
priority metrics as input; however, Davis teaches generating a priority metric associated 
with a bid amount, and ordering listings using said priority metric (Abstrad, paragraphs 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,952 Page 24 

Art Unit: 3625 

24-26, 50, and 83). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to do these things, for the 
obvious advantages of profiting from fees bid for high rank on a results list, and 
encouraging advertisers to make high bids. 

As per claim 62, Davis teaches having the priority metric equal to the bid amount 
(see especially paragraph 83), making this obvious as set forth above with regard to 
claim 61. 

As per claims 63 and 64, Littlefield discloses charging advertisers for including 
non-default items (column 4, lines 1-14), an enhanced display fee; hence, the amount 
left to be applied to paying for priority would be reduced by the enhanced display fee, 
and the priority metric would naturally reflect that. 

As per claim 70, Davis teaches a plurality of bid tiers, in the sense that each bid 
amount for the same search term may be considered a bid tier of its own (see 
paragraph 83). (Davis does not teach that a bid tier contains bids of different amounts, 
but this is not a claim limitation.) 

Claim 65 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Littlefield, Might, and Davis as applied to daim 61 above, and further in view of official 
notice. Davis does not teach that at least one priority metric is calculated by adding a 
position adjustment factor to said bid amount (unless being eariier, and therefore 
appearing before another listing with the same bid amount, qualifies; see paragraph 83), 
but official notice is taken that it is well known to let placement in a results list be 
influenced by adjustment factors such as relevance or date, and well known to grant 
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benefits for loyalty, etc. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to calculate the 
priority metric by adding a position adjustment factor to the bid amount, for such obvious 
advantages as presenting listings likely to be relevant more prominently, rewarding 
loyalty, or for any similar purpose relevant to anything that might be a position 
adjustment factor. 

Claims 66, 67, 68, and 69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Littlefield, Might, and Davis as applied to claim 61 above, and further 
in view of Corn et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2004/0167845). As per daim 
66, Corn teaches a minimum bid value, and as per claim 68, a minimum bid increment 
(Abstract; paragraphs 6-10). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for each group to 
be associated with a minimum bid value or minimum bid increment, for the stated 
advantages of increasing revenue, and better enabling a commercial search 
pfiarketplace to represent multiple markets for a variety of goods and services. 

As per claims 67 and 69, Com teaches different minimums for different search 
ternre (Abstract; paragraphs 6-10), which could result in different listings in a group 
having different minimums, if different search terms, etc., were entered by the customer 
or generated using a thesaurus database (as in paragraph 81 of Davis). Hence, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the 
time of applicant's invention for the first subset of groups to include first and second 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,952 Page 26 

Art Unit: 3625 

groups with different minima, as an obvious consequence of searching for different 
terms, categories, or geographical locations. 

Claim 74 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Littlefield 
and Might as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of official notice. Official 
notice is taken that paper copy phone books are well known, and have relationship 
attributes associated with them (e.g., categorizing and listing businesses of the same 
type together, enabling users to search by category, as is taught in Might). Hence, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the 
time of applicant's invention for the response to be influenced by a relationship attribute 
associate with a paper copy phone book, for the obvious advantage of not having to 
reinvent the wheel, or even the alphabetical listing. 

Claims 75-86 

Claims 75, 77, 81 , 82, 84, and 85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Might et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0177076) in view of 
Littlefield et al. (U.S. Patent 6,564,208). As per claim 75, Might discloses an information 
distribution system, comprising: a server, including instructions configured to access a 
database structure, said database structure including a plurality of listings, wherein each 
listing is associated with a geography attribute, and a category attribute (paragraphs 9, 
19, and 27). Might does not disclose fixed-fee attributes and per-hit fee, but Littlefield 
teaches listings having at least one of a fixed-fee attribute and a per-hit attribute 
(column 4, lines 1-41 ; column 5, line 13, through column 6, line 19). Hence, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time 
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of applicant's invention for each listing to be associated with at least one of a fixed-fee 
attribute and a per-hit attribute, for the stated advantage of enabling web page owners 
to compete for users' attention through the use non-default content, and the obvious 
advantage of profiting by collecting fixed and per-hit fees. 

Might discloses a user interface configured to submit a request to the server, and 
to receive a response (paragraphs 27 and 28), from which a configuration of instructions 
enabling the server to carry out its disclosed functions is inherent. Littlefield teaches an 
advertiser interface configured to capture one or more listing attributes relating to 
listings (column 4, lines 24-41); hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to include such 
an interface, for the obvious advantage of acquiring requisite data, and an-anging for the 
payment of fees. 

As per claim 77, Might discloses that the category attribute can include a 
particular hierarchy level within a category hierarchy (paragraphs 19 and 70). 

As per claim 81 , Might discloses that listings can be associated with position 
adjustment factors (paragraph 71). 

As per claim 82, Might does not disclose that the result includes a first listing 
associated with a fixed-fee attribute and a se(X}nd listing associated with a per-hit 
attribute, but Littlefield teaches listings associated with fixed fees (subscriptions) and 
listings associated with per-hit fees (column 4, lines 1-14; column 6, lines 1-20), where a 
listing with only default items may be listed before listings with non-default items, which 
may involve per-hit fees. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In 
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the art of electronic commerce at tlie time of applicant's invention for the result to 
indude a first listing associated with a fixed-fee attribute and a second listing associated 
with a per-hit fee, wherein said first listing is positioned before said second listing, for 
the obvious advantages of profiting from a variety of fees, and positioning listings 
according to information available, best price, or various other schemes (as set forth by 
Might, paragraph 71 ). 

As per claim 84, Might discloses that a single advertiser Is associated with more 
than one listing (paragraphs 10, 14-18, and 40-47). 

As per claim 85, Might does not expressly disclose that at least one listing is 
associated with both a summary view and a detailed view (although Might's EMA's 
could be interpreted that way), but Littlefield teaches listings with summary views which 
can be clicked on to provide detailed views (Figures 1A and 1 B; column 4, line 1-14; 
column 6, lines 1-20). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to have at least one listing 
be associated with both a summary view and a detailed view, for the obvious advantage 
of saving space in presenting summary views, and being able to present a number of 
summary views on a page of reasonable size, while readily enabling users to obtain 
detailed information on listings of particular interest to them. 

Claim 76 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Might 
and Littlefield as applied to claim 75 above, and further in view of Quinn (U.S. Patent 
6,360,222). Might does not disclose that the geography attribute includes a particular 
hierarchy level within a geography hierarchy, but Quinn teaches a multi-level geography 
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hierarchy (Figure 1 ; column 1 , lines 43-55). Hence, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for 
the geography attribute to include a particular hierarchy level within a geography 
hierarchy, for the obvious advantage of identifying the listing according to the 
appropriate geographic category. 

Claims 78, 79, and 80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Might and Littlefield as applied to claim 75 above, and further in view 
of Davis et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2001/0047354). As per claim 78, 
Might does not disclose first and second listings associated with respective bid 
amounts, but Davis teaches bidding for position so that listings are associated with 
respective bid amounts, and a first listing is positioned before a second listing (Abstract; 
paragraphs 24-26, 50, and 83). Davis does not teach that the second bid amount is 
greater than the first bid amount, but Littlefield teaches charging fees for associating 
non-default items with listings (column 4, lines 1-14), while Davis teaches associating 
bid amounts with listings, and ordering the listings with greater bid anrK)unts first 
(Abstract, paragraphs 24-26, 50, and 83). However, if a fee is charged for associating 
non-default items with the second listing, and deducted from the second bid amount, 
without such a fee for the first listing, then only part of the greater bid amount for the 
second listing would be applied to bidding for a high place among listings, so the first 
listing could be placed before the second listing, despite the second bid amount being 
greater. 
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As per claims 79 and 80, Might discloses that listings can be associated with 
position adjustment factors (paragraph 71). 

Claim 83 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Might 
and Littlefield as applied to claim 75 above, and further in view of official notice. Might 
does not disclose that a geography attribute includes a service area attribute, but official 
notice is taken that it is well known for listings to include service area attributes (e.g., 
"We deliver within the towns of A and B"). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for at 
least one geography attribute for listings to include a service area attribute, for the 
obvious advantage of letting potential customers know whether their areas were 
serviced. 

Claim 86 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Might 
and Littlefield as applied to claim 75 above, and further in view of Ching (U.S. Patent 
6,560,620). Might does not disclose a compare feature for displaying a first selected 
listing horizontally adjacent to a second selected listing, but such compare features are 
known, as taught by Ching (Abstract). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to 
have the system comprise such a compare feature, for the obvious advantage of 
enabling a user to readily compare listings. 

Claims 87-90 

Claims 87 and 88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Might et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0177076). As per daim 87. Might 
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discloses an information distribution system, comprising: a database structure including 
a plurality of listings, wherein each said listing is associated with a listing attribute, 
wherein said listing attribute comprises at least one of (a) a category attribute; (b) a 
geography attribute; and (c) a fee-type attribute (paragraphs 9, 19, and 27); and an 
access device configured to submit a request to said database structure, wherein said 
request attribute comprises at least one of (a) a category selection and (b) a geography 
selection (paragraphs 9, 19, 27, and 28). Might further discloses selectively identifying 
one or more listings from the database stmcture from the list attribute and request 
attribute (paragraphs 9, 19, 27, 70, and 71); prioritizing the selectively identified listings 
using at least one listing attribute (paragraph 71); and transmitting a response including 
the selectively identified and prioritized listings to the access device (paragraphs 27, 28, 
71, and 72). Carrying out these steps with a server is held to imply an appropriate 
software application, as obvious if not inherent. 

As per claim 88, Might discloses that at least one listing attribute can be a 
position adjustment attribute (paragraph 71 ). 

Claims 89 and 90 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Might as applied to claim 87 above, and further in view of LIttlefield et al. (U.S. Patent 
6,564,208). As per claim 89, Might does not disclose a plurality of fee types, including a 
fixed-fee type, wherein a subset of listings are associated with the fixed-fee type, but 
LIttlefield teaches a plurality of fee types, including a fixed-fee (subscription) type 
(column 4, lines 1-14), wherein a subset of said listings may be associated with said 
fixed-fee type (e.g., if the default items-only listings in Figures 1 A and 1 B are 
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subscription type). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary sl<ill in the art 
of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for a subset of said listings to 
be associated with said fixed-fee type, for the stated advantage of improving the 
integrity and accuracy of search results, and the obvious advantage of collecting fees. 

As per claim 90, Littlefield teaches fixed subscription fees and per hit fees, but 
does not teach influencing the order of listings by bids for priority, nor is this a feature of 
Might; hence, it does would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for each listing associated with 
a fixed-fee type to be associated with a bid of 0, for the obvious advantage of assuring 
users that listings are provided according to best price, relevance, or other such 
considerations, without being influenced by payment by advertisers. 

Claims 93-97 and 99-100 

Claim 93 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Might et 
al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0177076) as applied to claim 91 above, and further in 
view of Quinn (U.S. Patent 6,360,222). Might does not disclose that the geography 
selection is selected from a geography hierarchy, but Quinn teaches a multi-level 
geography hierarchy (Figure 1 ; column 1 , lines 43-55). Hence, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of 
applicant's invention for the geography selection to be selected from a geography 
hierarchy, for the obvious advantage of identifying the listing according to the 
appropriate geographic category, and in a way suitable to a particular user's needs. 
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Claims 94 and 100 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Might et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0177076) as applied to daim 91 above, 
and further in view of Littlefield et al. (U.S. Patent 6,564,208). As per claim 94, Might 
does not disclose changing a fee-type attribute for a listing from a fixed fee to a per-hlt 
fee, but Littlefield teaches charging per-hit fees instead of or in addition to fixed 
(subscription) fees (column 4, lines 1-14). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention for a 
fee-type attribute for a listing to be changed from a fixed fee to a per-hit fee, for the 
obvious advantages of having the attribute accurately reflect the fee, profiting from 
collecting a variety of fees, and assuring advertisers that they will be charged only for 
actual hits. 

As per claim 100, Littlefield teaches a variety of fees, including a plurality of per- 
hit types and per-hit fees (column 4, lines 1-14; column 6, lines 1-20). Hence, It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time 
of applicant's invention for the listing attribute to comprise a plurality of fee type 
attributes, including a plurality of per hit types and plurality of per-hit fee types, for the 
disclosed advantage of collecting fees for simple click-throughs and for use of a "click- 
to-buy" button. 

Claim 95 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Might et 
al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0177076) as applied to claim 91 above, and further in 
view of Davis et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2001/0047354). Might does not 
disclose setting bid amounts for a particular listing, a particular category attribute, and a 
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particular geography attribute, but does disclose searching listings by category and 
geography (e.g., paragraphs 9, 19, and 27), while Davis teaches setting bid announts for 
a particular listing in a particular category (Abstract; paragraphs 24-26). Hence, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic comnnerce at the time 
of applicant's invention to set a bid amount for a particular listing, a particular category 
attribute, and a particular geography attribute, for the obvious advantage of buying 
priority on relevant rather than irrelevant search results. 

Claims 96 and 97 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Might et al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0177076) as applied to claim 91 above, 
and further in view of Davis et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2001/0047354) 
and Littlefield et al. (U.S. Patent 6,564,208). As per claim 96, Might does not disclose 
first and second listings associated with respective bid amounts, but Davis teaches 
bidding for position so that listings are associated with respective bid amounts, and a 
first listing is located above a second listing (Abstract; paragraphs 24-26, 50, and 83). 
Davis does not teach that the second bid amount exceeds the first bid amount, but 
Littlefield teaches charging fees for associating non-default items with listings (column 
4, lines 1-14), while Davis teaches associating bid amounts with listings, and ordering 
the listings with greater bid amounts first (Abstract, paragraphs 24-26, 50, and 83). 
However, if a fee is charged for associating non-default items with the second listing, 
and deducted from the second bid amount, without such a fee for the first listing, then 
only part of the greater bid amount for the second listing would be applied to bidding for 
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a high place among listings, so the first listing could be located above the second listing, 
despite the second bid amount exceeding the first. 

As per claim 97, similarly, Littlefield teaches listings associated with fixed 
subscription fees for associating non-default items with the listings (column 4, lines 1- 
14), where listings with non-default items may be located above other listings (Figures 
1A and IB). Thus, a first listing associated with a fixed fee could be above a second 
listing associated with a bid amount, perhaps because the fixed fee exceeded the bid 
amount; or because the first listing was also associated with a bid amount larger than 
the bid amount of the second listing; or because the bid amount of the second listing 
was a bid for something other than priority on a results list. 

Claim 99 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Might et 
al. (U.S. Patent Application 2003/0177076) as applied to claim 98 above, and further in 
view of official notice. Might does not disclose that said priority metric is influenced by 
at least one of a popularity metric and a relevance metric, but offidal notice is taken that 
it is well known to display search results according to relevance. Hence, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of 
applicant's invention to have the priority metric be influenced by at least one of a 
popularity metric and a relevance metric, for the obvious advantage of making it easy 
for users to find the listings most likely to be highly relevant to their searches. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 71-73 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The closest prior art of record, Littlefield et al. (U.S. Patent 6,564,208), 
discloses various limitations of claim 1 , while others are taught by Might et al. (U.S. 
Patent Application 2003/0177076), as set forth above. Davis et al. (U.S. Patent 
2001/0047354) teaches generating a priority metric associated with a bid amount, and 
ordering listings using said priority metric, which is relevant to claim 61 , and a plurality 
of bid tiers if bid tiers are not required to contain multiple different bid amounts (claim 
70). Note also, for example, Cheung, et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2003/0101126), paragraph 35. However, neither Littlefield, Davis, Cheung, nor any 
other prior art of record teaches ignoring differences in bid amounts for listings 
associated with the same bid tier. 



Informational Disclosure Statement 

The IDS filed January 8, 2004, lists "Superpages.com (as archived on 
archive.org". Examiner did not find this, at least not labeled as such, and therefore has 
not considered it. Examiner did find two items of non-patent literature not listed on the 
IDS, "BizRate.com" and "Dogpile," and has considered them, and made them of record. 
The IDS also lists a U.S. Patent 5,704,560, to Del Monte, but in fact the inventor of U.S. 
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Patent 5,704,560 is Wimmer. There is a U.S. Patent 5,704,060, to Del Monte, which 
Examiner has additionally considered, and makes of record. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Dunworth et al. (U.S. Patent 5,930,474) disclose an Internet 
organizer for accessing geographically and topically based information. Getchius et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,496,843) disclose a generic object for rapid integration of data changes. 
Ponte (U.S. Patent 6,826,559) discloses hybrid category mapping for an on-line query 
tool. 

Harris (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0078991 ) discloses web-based 
communication of information with reconfigurable format. Roy et al. (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2003/0220918) disclose displaying paid search listings in 
proportion to advertiser spending. Alpdemir et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2004/0006478) disclose a voice-interactive marketplace. Montemer (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2004/0023644) disclose methods and a system for enhanced 
directory assistance. Bedingfield (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0260604) 
discloses methods and systems for location-based yellow page services. Simpson et 
al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0015307) discloses a method and system 
of providing sensitive business information to customers. Do (U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2005/0021596) discloses Internet business directories. 
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Cheung et al. (Japanese Patent Application Publication 2003-233684 A) 
discloses a system and method for providing place and price protection in a search . 
result list generated by a computer network search engine. 

Kuchinskas ("Attention, Please") discloses targeted advertising in categorized 
submenus (see under "Hefty Hybrid). The anonymous article, "Digest (News Briefs)," 
discloses activities of Godado, an auction-based search engine. Webb ("Search Engine 
Resurgence") discloses paid search results. Maddox ("Slicing up IT Niches") discloses 
offering advertisers super-targeted placement, with cost-per-click payment. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas D. Rosen, whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6762. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn Coggins, can be reached on 571-272-7159. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
Non-official/draft communications can be faxed to the examiner at 571-273-6762. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infomriation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 

NICHOLAS D. ROSEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

May 6, 2005 



